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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTIOll 
Miaeouri tanners received an 1ncom in 1956 ot 
approximately $253,000,000 directly trom tbe aale ot grain. 
Tbla amount represents nearly 25 per cent ot their caab 
rarm receipt,, and its i portance as a aource or tarm 
income in Miaaour1 was exceeded only by the sale of live-
etock. (See Table I.) When liveetock are considered•• 
just another torm 1n wblcb grain may be marketed, the 
importance ot grain to tann income ie ahown even more 
oleerly. 
Country grain elev tore are the aalea outlet tor 
about 80 to 90 per cent or the grain wbicb tarmera aell.1 
Thie would indicate that the pricing and trading practicee 
or country elevators play a somewhat important rol11t in the 
gra,n producer'• economy. 
It ia the tunction ot price to communica the con-
aumera' desires, preter ncee, and appr isal ot quality back 
to the producer. It the c0Jmm.ulicat1on ls perfect, there 1a 
perfect allocation or r esources to grain production . The 
producer of premium quality ie rewarded with a premium 
price, and the price or low quality grain ie discounted . 
laichard L. ohl, rketiM of Agricultural Products (New York a The Macmillan Company, 19561, p. 277 . · 
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TABLE I . 
CASH FARM INCOME FRO THE SALE OF GRAIN , ND LI ... STOCK AND 
LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS, MISSOURI FAR , 1966 AND l966tt 
1966 
-
Livestock and L1vectock Produotas 615,959,000 t660,18',000 
Gra11u 
Wheat 
Soybeans 
Corn 
Oetp 
Barle7 
Sorghum Ora1ne 
Rye 
Total , or Gra1nat 
87,0:56,000 
76,M5,000 
61,016,000 
6,185,000 
2,.550,000 
809,000 
706,000 
•State Agricultural 8tat1etic1an. 
138,624,000 
80,279,000 
'75,255,000 
6,676,000 
2,571,000 
2,071,000 
558,000 
Impertectiona in th1e eoJ11111UD1eat1on procee• prevent the 
measuring and retleot1ng ot qual1t7 ditterencea correotly. 
Price d1tterent1ale and related grain move ents are 
brought about by many tactore, including supply and de nd 
ab1tta, and transport ation coeta. Knowledge ot T&lue to 
tarmere, the grain trade, and others can be 1Jllproved by 
analyzing the rorcea causing price pe.tterne and grain move-
ment change,. Information on the performance ot price 1n 
retlect1ng demand may aid the producer in making tti. 
decie1ou or when and where to aarket grain. 
I • PURPOSE OF THE 8'l'UDY 
The purpose ot the atudy 1a to obtain intor tion 
concerning the pricing and trading practices or country 
grain elevators 1n iaeour1 that will be or value to grain 
producers, elevator operators, and others who are inter-
ested in grain rketing e.rt1c1ency. 
A.n e.tte pt waa made to learn the current eourcee or 
pr1e1ng 1ntormat1on uaed by country elevator operators, 
their marketing margins, ethode or sale, and practice• 
oaployed 1n quality d termination or grain. 
~• more 1ntormat1on on grsin marketing 1a made 
available, there ~111 be a tendeno7 tor increased ett1• 
oieney 1n th process ot moving grain and its products 
tram producers to consumers. 
II. SCOPE .llID JIE'l'HOD 
Pricing and trading practices data tr country 
elevator, were aecured on survey queat1onna1res by per1onal 
interviews with the ele ta or owner or hie nager. 
'l'be aample consi■ted ot a 10.6 per cent eample ot 
elevator tirma 1n Nisaouri drawn as follows: 75 per cent 
trom the upper 50 per cent and 25 per cent from the lower 
50 per cent in volume or grain handled as reported tor tl:w 
Borth Central Regional Marketing StudJ BCll-B-2- schedule. 
For the proportion or tte population tor which volllllle waa 
not available, the same procedure was followed, except tor 
aubst1tuting total storage capacity tor volume ot grain 
handled. The eample wae drawn by Mis■ouri Crop Report1q 
District,, with no minimum size eample required trca a 
District. 
The personal 1nterv1••• were de during the 8t1Jlmter 
ot 1967• The elevator operator, or hia representative, 
was asked to base hie answers on the previous year•• opera-
tion (1966). 
It ma1 be emphasized that eatimatea were given tor 
moat of the data, however the eat1.mates were made by the 
person moat intimately acquainted with the t1rm'• opera-
tion. In s01De instances complete informat ion waa not 
available due to a change 1n reeent management, however 1t 
1a believed that the 1ntormat1on oolleote4 repreaenta a 
Ir 
., 
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reasonable degree ot acouracJ. 
III. DRFilUTIONS OF '1'ERK8 USED 
Countr): Elevator. A. ti.rm which is engaged 1n 
purcbas1lfg grain dJ.rectly from \be producer for the purpose 
or reaale through unproeeeeed grain channels. 
Terminal !!tkete. Grain lll&J"kete which receive all 
of their grain from other elevators. 
Car-lot dealers or brokers. Those dealers that buy 
----- ---- - ----
only 1n car-load lots. A.lo dealers and comm1ae1on firms 
that act ae brokers ana charge a tee tor selling tbe grain 
on the market. 
Terminal ~uotat1on. Price or grain ae quoted by a 
terminal market. 
Prooeseore . Pirtne which are engaged 1n grinding_, 
mixing, pressing or otherwia changing the form of the raw 2 ., 
ES:a1n ., 
sub-terminal Elevaters. Elevators which receive 
between 50 and 90 per cen~ at their gr-in from other 
elevator,s, and the remainder d1re~t trom the producer. 
Truckers. People who buy grain free an elevator 
and traneport 1t by truck 1n order to sell it to another 
person or agency. 
Local Feeders . Per na 1n the local trade area who 
buy grain for the purpose ot teedi.ng it to 11veatoo , 
,is 
6 
Bene Ottioe. A tirm•• headquarter, which 1a located 
-
1n aome other town. 
Oroaa Margin. The amount charged per bushel tor 
handl1'ilg the grain. , 
Scalping. The proceae ot removing major foreign 
material from grain. 
Cleaning. The removal ot all foreign material from 
grain. 
Blending• The proceae ~f mixing t wo or more gradea 
a 
ot gr•in in order to raise the grade and value ot the lot. 
Local Salee Grain sold to local teed.era and milla. 
Consigned !,2 Termlnale. Grain consigned to a 
terminal agency tor aale . 
Interior Pointe. llarketa not iocated at the jor 
term1nale. 
Large Elevator . An elevator among the upper 50 per 
cent in volume or grain handled or storage capacity. 
Small El~ator. An elevator among the lower 50 per 
cent in volume or grain handled or torage capac1t1. 
IV• GRA I N PRODUCTIO MI SS I 
111aaouri is an important producer or all the major 
grains. Ae shown 1n Table I I, it ranked between titth and 
ninth place among all statea 1n the production ot the seven 
main grain crops grown in the United States tor the year 
7 
TABLE II 
PER CENT EACH GRAIN WAS OF TOTAL GRAINS ?RODUCED, PRODUCTION 
OF MAJOR GRAINS , AND RANK AMONG ALL STATES IN 
GRAIN PRODUCTION, MISSOTJlU, 1956-lt 
Per cent each 
grain was or Production M1aaour1 1 a 
total grains tor Mo. rank 1n 
Grain Eroduced in llo. (bushels) :2roduction 
Corn 55.9 189,408,000 6 
Wheat 14.7 49,800,000 8 
Oats 12.4 42,129~000 9 
Soybeans 11.6 39,120,000 5 
Barley 5.6 11,826,000 8 
Sorghum Grains 1.7 5.610,000 '- 8' 
Rye .2 '765,000 7 
Total oo.o S38,658,000 
irtp Production Jupz, 1967, and October, 1957, 
United Sa es Department o Agriculture, Agricultural Varket-
ing Service, Washington, D. c. 
TABLE III 
PRODUCTION OF MAJOR GRAINS BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, MISSOURI, l95S-
Corn 
!fn thouaan!e o? busEeiel 
Wheat Oats Soybeans Barley Sorghwn Rye 
District Grain 
I (Nortbwe.st) 38,550 8,600 8,863 2,892 338 424 88 .6 
II (North Central) 24,768 4,856 6,414 6,746 436 315 88.6 
III (Northeast) 20,982 6,101 6,593 7,858 497 12 75.7 
IV (West) 14,810 6,269 8,675 1,2~8 3,737 347 119.2 
V (Central) 26,366 8,338 8,995 1,555 3,204 505 uso.2 
VI (East) 16,461 5,855 2,717 1,598 1,541 45 60.5 
VII (Southwest) 4,048 5,130 5,629 618 3,377 554 159.0 
VIII (South Central) 4,288 1,526 1,536 198 402 99 43.2 
IX (Southeast) 15,941 2,406 811 12,4.67 693 46 257.0 
State 165,204 48,081 49,032 33,960 14,025 2,326 1,022.0 
•Missouri Farm Census~ Counties, 1955 1 (Missouri State Department ot Agricul• 
ture, Je?teraon cTE'y"; MlseourlJ, PP• s-15.-
a> 
9 
1956. 
Missouri 1a divided into nine Cl'op Report i ng Dis-
tricts. Within the Districts are tound relatively homo• 
ge eoua conditions as relates to aoil and climatic condi• 
tione. Seo Figure 1, tor a map indicating the geographical 
locations or the Crop Report ng Diatriotd. 
Diatriot I (Northwest) ie the moat important grain 
producing district or the nine Crop Reporting Diatricta in 
Missouri. Of the total bu.chela or all grain produced in 
isaouri during the ten year period 19'6-1965, District I 
accounted tor an average or 20.6 per cent, followed by 
Diatriot V (Central) with 13.4 per cent of the atate•e total 
grain production. (Table IV.) 
Int production or the various classes ot tr:ra in , 
District I led 1n the production of corn and oats and bad a 
very close second place tor wheat produetinn after District 
V! (Eaat). District IX (Southeast) led 1n the produq.tio 
or soybeans and rye, while District VII (Southwest ) waa 
first in the production ot barley. District IV ( eat) bad 
by tar the largest production or sorghum grains . District 
VIII (South Central) ranked lowest in grain product i on, but 
not 1n the number or livestock (See Appendix ble VI, 
p.86); therefore it is a grain deficient area. 
The production ot all the major graina 1n 1asouri 
baa tended to increase over the past two decades , however , 
.~ 
',. 
FIGURE l 
CROP REPORT I NG DISTRICTS 
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TABLE IV 
TEN YEAR AVERAGE ANNUAL GRAIN PR ODUCTION BY C~OP REPORT I NG DISTRICTS, 
AND THE PER CENT OF THE STATE ' S TOTAL GRA I N THAT WAS PRODUCED 
IN EACH CROP REPORTING DISTR I CT , MISSOURI , 1946 - 1955-tt 
i!ssourl Croi ReEor~lns nisErlc~e 
Grain ~I ····-· II. ~ ~Jtt~ tv VI VII VIII IX State (thou sands ol bushels) 
Corn 58,090 20 , 254 17 , 762 16 , 600 20 ,462 13,73 6 4, 994 4,27'7 15,615 149 ,'798 
Oats 7,349 5 , 15'7 4,856 '7,088 6,862 2 , 508 6 ,292 1,713 706 42,531 
Wheat 6,206 2,962 3 , 32'7 4,025 4, 909 5 ,269 5,550 878 1,815 51,951 
Soybeans 1,160 5,460 5 , 913 1 , 011 798 836 616 104 9 ,256 23,164 
Barley 60 67 75 699 610 505 974 200 274 3,462 
Sorghum Grains 74 95 34 5 15 124 9 134 20 16 817 
Rye 53 57 42 61 56 62 77 25 126 539 
Total. all grain 62 , 000 32,020 32,007 29 , 797 35 , 821 22 , 925 16 , 637 7 , 217 25 , 808 252 , 232 
Per cent 20 . 6 12 .7 12 . 7 11.a 13 .4 9 .1 6 . 6 2 .9 10. 2 100 . 0 
•M1esour1 Farm Census~ Count16s , 1946 t o 1955 , Missouri State Department or 
Agriculture, Jelterion City, Jllsaourl . - - - .... 
.... 
Grain 
Corn 
Oate 
Wheat 
~ 
TABLE V 
PER CENT OF THE STATE 'S TOTAL PRODUCTION OF EACH KIND OP GRAIN THAT WAS GROWN 
IN EACH CROP REPORTING DISTRICT , BASED ON TEN' YEAR ' S PRODUCTION, 
MISSOURI, 1946 • 1955tt 
I !! 
--vlaeour! ~r02 fie,2orluis !5!e!rtc~a 
l'.!! rv V n V!! VTit ff State 
· - J>er cent Total 
25.4 13.6 11 . 9 11. 1 15.'7 9 . 2 3 .3 2.8 9.1 100.0 
17.5 12.1 11 •• 16.7 16 . l 6 .9 14.8 ..o 1.7 100.0 
16.S 9.5 10.6 12.6 15.4 16.5 11.2 2 .6 5.'7 100.0 
Soyb&ana 5.0 14.9 26.5 4 . 4 3 .4 3.6 2 . 7 .5 40.0 100.0 
Barle7 l.'7 1.9 2.1 20 . 6 17 . 6 14.6 28 . 1 5.7 7.9 100.0 
Sorghum gra1ne 9.0 11.5 4.1 38.4 16 .'2 1.1 16.4 2.s 2 . 0 100.0 
R7e 9.9 6.9 7.7 11.s 10.• 11 . 6 14 . 3 4.'7 23.3 100.0 
•M1eeour1 Farm Ceneue !!l Count1ee, 1946 - 1966, M1eaour1 State Department ot Agl"1-
culture, Jefteraornt7, Mleaourl. - -
~ 
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the largest growth baa been 1n the production ot eoyboana, 
sorghum grains and barley. Thie baa come about mainly be-
e uae of improved vartetiea, mechanization, creage control 
_..,...q ....... ams, and the oocurr nee or drougbts which discouraged 
de ondence upon corn as a grain crop in aome areas or th 
ate.te. 
, V. GRAIN MARKETING D&VBLOPMENTS I ISSOURI 
any changes in pPoduotion and marketing ot grains 
have occurred during the paat twenty years. The increased 
production or aoybeana, greater yi~ld ot cor, and new 
wheat and grain sorghum varieties have c ted changes 1n 
price patberne, both seasonally and locationally. Develop-
ment or combines, corn p1okera, and motor trucka have forced 
many changes 1n ma.rketing and pricing methods. The e 
mechanical innovations hsve shortened the hsrv st period 
considerably, nd have gr atly increased the daily volume 
of grain which a country elevator must be prepared to 
handle. 
Prior to the developnent of ~otor trucks it 
necessary tor the country elevators to be located close to 
the farms trom which it received ite grain. Thia situation 
encouraged the development or a large nUJl"ber of s 11 firms. 
Today, with good roads and motor trucks, distance ia not the 
barrier for farmers that it once was 1n marketing their 
14 
grain. When the grain ie loaded on the truck, and with 
good roads, the farmer doe not hesitate to drive a few 
miles further in order to receive a higher price for hie 
grain . It is reasonable to believe tha t hi s ha s ignif-
icantly increased compet1t1on amon country elovat ors for 
the farmers' grain. 
A large percentage of the farm r' cash grain first 
enters the commercial marketing channel •h~n 1t is sold to 
the country elevator. From here most of it is sent to 
terminal elevators, or to various procee re here it may 
be changed into many different produ ts be ore final con-
sumption. 
Ownership of th 88 country rain mark ti channels 
ie vested in b~s neee units organized as {l) a privately 
owned f1rm operat ng several plants, (2) a privately owned 
single plant operation, and (3) cooperatives . 
In the sam le of 59 country elevators drawn fort 18 
study it wa s found that there were 17 being op ra t ed by a 
firm which owned s veral elevators; 28 w i ch ere s ingle 
plant operations; and 14 cooperatively owned elevators. 
The ~levatore which were operated by a firm that 
operated several plants had t he greatest aver ge storage 
capacity and also the largest averag volume of grain 
handled. (Table VI.) 
However, it was ob served t hat the firms organized aa 
stated above in (1), (2), and(~) had ratios or volume 
Type 
or 
Fina 
(a)• 
(b)• 
(o)• 
Total 
Number 
or 
TABLE VI 
A COMPARISON OF STORAGE CAPACI'l'Y VERSUS VOLUM"P. OF GRAIN HANDLED , 
BY TYPE OF FIRM OWNERSHIP, FOR FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS , 
MISSOURI , 1966 
{rn tnousanda o? Euahe!a) Ratio of 
Volume Volume to 
Eleva tore Total 
SEoral e 
lv.edlan 'Rans• 'foEa1 Iv. iec!Ian ffans• Storase C&J:?!Citl 
17 1,221 72 76 5-230 5 , 265 310 250 
28 1,072 38 25 4-200 6 , 490 232 lrt 
14 612 44 26 6-200 2 , 608 186 152 
69 2,905 49 28 4-250 14,361 24~ 177 
•Ca) Firm operating eeveral eleva.tors (privately owned) . 
•(b) Single elevator operation (privately owned) . 
•(c) Cooperative owned elevators . 
4-871 ~ 
6-1 ,210 
7- 752 
4- 1 , 210 
4.311 
6.111 
4.511 
4.9 11 
.... 
(11 
16 
handled to storage capacity of approximately 4il, 611, and 
4:1, respectively . Thia would indicate that it was the 
single plant operations which had the higher degree of 
facility utilization in thie pe. ticular study. 
The 59 country grain elevators included in thia 
study, had an average storage capacity or 49,000 bushels, 
and the average volume of grain h ndled dur ng 1956 wae 
24~ 1 000 bushels . (Table VI.) Their ratio or volume 
handled to storage capacity was approximately 4.911. 
For the eare 1955 and 1956 the sale of wheat, soy-
beans, and corn accounted for approximately 95 per cent ot 
the cash receipts tor all grain sold b iseom-i tarmere. 
(Table I.) or theae, wheat was the moat important cash 
grain crop, toll wed next by eoybeana, and then corn. It 
appears very likely that soybeans may replace wheat as the 
main c sh crop for Missouri in the near future. 
VI. ABSTRACT OF SUCCEED I O CHAPTERS 
In the succeeding chapters the trading and pricing 
practices or country elevators will be dealt with in an 
attempt to better understand the impact of the se factors on 
the efficiency of grain marketing in t h3 state or Missouri. 
In Chapter II, the pricing ini'ormation used by country 
elevators wil l be examineds the sources of pricing 1ntorma.-
t1on, and to what extent recent changes have occurred in 
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this field . Farm pr ices for ra1n 1n the var ova Crop 
Reporting District s in 1seouri will be compared and their 
relationship to terminal pr1cee discussed. 
Chapter III will deal with marketin marg ne charged 
by country elevator s . Present gross margins will be exam-
ined; compari one of mar in w111 be made by size or t rm, 
type of eale e out l et , by t ype of firm owners 1 , and by 
Crop Report i ng D1 trict . Chan e s in marg n dur the 
past ten ear , and the ca s so these chang a , will be 
di cussed . 
I n Chapter IV the method of ale u ed b countr y 
gra in elevators 111 be xamin d . The sales outlet , the 
method of tran porta on , and bow trucked gr ain hi nts 
are financed w ll eac be discus ed . 
Chapter V will deal t qualit de erm1nat1on and 
gratn rad ing . An attempt 111 b made to d cov r the 
exist n ra in grading practices at the country elevat~, 
and the chan es n grading practices over the ~at decade. 
The merchandis ing practices of country rain elevators w111 
also be examined . 
Chapter VI will summarize the findin e of he 
research. 
CHAPTER II 
GRAIN PRIC ING 
Price may be defined as value in terme ot money; 
with value being the power ot one commodity to command 
another commodity in exchange. 
In a free, competitive society prices guide the pro-
duction, distribution, and con umption of co odities . 
Higher prices will induce producers and sellers to try to 
increase supply and sales. However, an increa sed price 
will have a tendency to reduce the quanti ty which buyere 
and consumers will take. Thus, the pr ce at which the 
eommodity will clear the market reflects the influences ot 
buyere, sellers, producere, and consumers. 
In thee tablishment or a price tor ran the basic 
forces contributing to this figure may be summed up and 
placed under the t itles or supply and demand . However , 
t hese t wo simple tit l es cover a multitude ot causative or 
contributing tactora. In the case of rain prices, it not 
only ia the present deJ.S&nd and supply eitua ion that makes 
an impre s ion on the 
tor the mon hs head . 
and 1mprea ed on the 
rke , but also anticipated situAtione 
Thee anticipations are expressed 
rket tor grain by trading 1n the 
gra in tu.tures rk t . ln re ent year governmental price 
auppor program v also layed an 1Jnpor ant role in 
.. 
eatabl1eh1ng grain prices and pricing techniques. 
Several programs of the United States Departm nt of 
Agriculture contribute to grain price determination. The 
moat important of which are the pric -support programs. 
These bring into the market place an additional type of 
buyer; the Government -- a potential buyer with relatively 
unlimited financial reaouroee. Tb Government competes 
with commercial buyers, but unlike tham 1ta objective ie 
to stabilize or raise prices received by farmers rather 
than to make a profit on 1te oper tione . 
Futures markets are or direct interest to farmer 
because futures prices are used a ba~e price 1n the buy-
ing and selling of cash commodities . Futures pr icee 
influence cash prices whether the buyin and selling of 
the cash commodity takes place on the floo~ or the Kansas 
City Board of Trade, whether it centers around the commod-
ity exchanges that ar not futures markets, or whether it 
takes place at hundreds or loc 1 markets where grain 1e 
■old• 
In the final analysis it is suppl and demand 
tbrou bout the world that decide• what the price tor grain 
will be, whether it be cash wheat in carloads old on the 
table or tutures ordera traded in th pit of the board of 
trade. T present and pros ot1ve stocks or grain, the 
consumer• income , ia tea e • and ia w1ll1ngneaa to buy, 
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governmenta l policies, and foreign trade prospects are all 
considered and weighed by grain traders. 
this multit ude ot for ces , which go into 
Therefore, it 11 
king supply and 
demand , all competit ively operatin 1n a market, that 
ult1ma.tely , and collectively determine the price tor grain. 
I . SOURCES OF PRICING INFORMATIO 
In this study, the elevator operator was asked to 
estimate the number ot buabele or each grain which he 
bought 1n 1956 bae don each or the following sources or 
pricing 1nformationt oar-lot dealers or brokers, terminal 
quota tions , processors, truckers , local feeders, and ho 
office . It was reporte~ that 86 . 9 per cent of all grain 
purchased by the country elevators surveyed 1n this study 
w a baaed on pricing information received t'rom terminal 
quotations, and car-lot de lera or brokers. The moat 
important aingle source was terminal quotations which 
accounted tor an average of 65.6 per cent or tbe pricing 
information used aa a base price by these country elev tor 
operators for purchasing grain fro tar ers. Car-lot 
dealer or brokers were next in importance with 21.s per 
cent. Home offices ranked third as a source of pricing 
information by contributing an average or 5.5 per cent. 
Processors, truckers, and local feeders accounted tor a 
total of 7.8 per cent of the pricing information. (Table 
VII.) 
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TABLE VII 
SOURCES PRICIWG I ORMATION AND PER CE T OF GRAIN 
THAT WAS BOUGHT BASED O PRICE INFORMATION PRO . EACH OURCB, 
FIPTY-1'Ilra COUNTRY ELEVATORS , MISSOURI, 1956 
Source 
Terminal Quotations 
Car-lot Dealere or Brokers 
Home Ottiee 
Truckers 
Local Peedera 
Procee.ora 
Total 
(Per cent) 
66.6 
21.:s 
s.5 
5.0 
2.7 
2.1 
100.0 
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Changes 1n source 2!, pricing 1ntormat1on since~-
Only one country elevator operator, out ot the titty-nine 
operators who were interviewed, reported a change in source 
ot prioi.ng intormation tor the past ten year period . The 
operator who reported a change said be was now receiving 
bis pricing 1ntormation trom Kansas City instead ot trom 
St. Louis . Two ot the elevator operators bad been 1n their 
present business too short a period ot time to report any 
changes. Thia would seem to indicate that there have been 
no a1gn1tican_t changes 1n tha rel tive 1m ortance ot the 
varioua terminal r 1<ets providing pricing 1ntormat1on 1n 
the past ten years. 
II. CO AR ISON OF GRAI PRICES 
PORTING DISTRICTS 
0 T 
SSOURI 
CROP 
The average prices p&r bushel rec61ved by tarmere 
tor corn, what, soybeans, and oat ■ 1n each ot the nine 
Crop Rsporting District■ in Missouri were ob ained for the 
eleven year period 1946-1956. (Table VIII . } Avera e u. s . 
farm prices and average terminal market prices tor th se 
grains for the same period ot t e w0re also secured. Thia 
was done tor the purpose ot discovering the differences 1n 
the level of prices at the farm and also to study the re-
lationship between these farm prices and the terminal 
market prices for grain. 
TABLE VIII 
ELEVEN YEAR AVERA GE PRICE PER BUSHEL RECE IVED BY FARMERS , AND AVERAGE PRICE P'ER BUSHEL 
PA ID AT A TERN.INAL MARKET FOR CORN , WHEAT , SOYBEANS., AND OATS; 
1946 - 1966 , INCLUSIVEtt 
ilaoourl Cr~ Refrting Dla£r!cta Mo. United !.C. (~l r e r bue~el} Stat~ Statee Terminal I II II I VlI VIII tt Avera~• tyerage ATerage 
Corn $1.526 tl.500 $1 . 498 $1 . 535 $1 . 665 $1.529 $1.~70 $1.564 $1.516 $1.628 $1 ~4~ $1.655 
Wheat 2.075 2.021 2 . 022 2 . 052 l.99S 2 . 050 2.056 2.004 2 . 044 2 @059 2.~6 2.27S 
Soy• 
beans 2 . 648 2.~6 2.700 2.613 2 . 656 2 .617 2 . eoe 2 . 695 2 . 626 2.635 2.102 2 . 9e0tt• 
oats t . s22 $ .a02 $ . 771 . 795 . 846 . 829 . 8 10 . 883 . 805 
•Source& See Appendix TABIBS I , II , III , and I V, PP• 8 1 - 84 
•.Chicago Termi nal Market for Soybeans. 
. 816 $ .806 $ . 873 
t\) 
CA 
The eleven year {1946- 1956) averag price received 
for corn by farmers in the n i ne Crop Report i ng Di tricts 
in i souri bad a range of 7 . 2 cente per bushel between 
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the high and low distr icts . {Table VIII . ) The range 
extended from a low of 1.498 per bushel for District III 
(Northeast) to a high of 1.57 in Di tr ct VII (Southwest). 
The explanat on for this price differential may be the 
transportation costs involved i the shipm nt of corn and 
the fact that a relat vel small amount of corn is produced 
in District VII . (Table IV, P• 11 . ) On the other hand , 
District III produced considerably ore corn than Di trict 
VII, in addition to being located n ar the s plus corn 
producing area of I llinois . This would indicate that trans-
portation coats for mov n it to an area defictent in corn 
would have to be ubtract d from t h price paid to a farmer 
for his corn in Di trict III. The !ean D vtation in the 
average yearly prices per bu hel rec ived y farmer for 
corn during th s eleven year period was approximately 2 .2 
cents among the nine Crop Reporting Di tricts in issouri . 
The eleven year {1946-1956) average price received 
for wheat by farmers in the nine Crop Reporting Districts 
1n issouri had a range of 8 .2 cents per bushe l between the 
high and low Districts. (Table VIII.} The average price 
received extended from a low of 1.993 per bushel in 
District V {Central) to a high of 2.075 in Dietrict I 
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(Northwest). One possible explanation tor this d1tterence 
may be the tact that most ot District I 1s located much 
nearer the Kansas City t~rminal market t han 1a District v, 
which should result in lower trans ortat on costs tor wheat 
produced 1n District I. It waa observed that three ot the 
tour Districts where the average farm price tor wheat was 
highest were located on thew stern 1de or 1ssour1 and 
bordering Kansas . Thie we stern Great Plana area 1a noted 
tor its large production or high quality hard red winter 
wheat, which may have some favorable ettect on prices 
received tor whea t trom the we stern edge ot issour1. The 
ean Dev1at1on between the eleven yqar average pr1cea 
rece i ved tor wheat by farmers 1n the nine Crop Report ing 
Districts was found to be about 1.9 cents per bushel. 
The eleven year (1946-1956) average price ece i ved 
for oats by farmers in then ne Crop Report _ng Districts 
had a range of 11.2 cents per bushel between the D1str1cta. 
(Table VIII.) District III (Northe st) had the lowest 
ave age price tor the period with 77 .1 cents per bushel , 
' 
whereas District VIII (South Central) farmers received the 
highest averago price per bushel of 88 . 5 cents. However , 
in oat production District VIII ranked next to tbe lowest, 
but 1n livestock p.t'oduction it was somewhat m e important . 
(See Appendix Table VI, p . 86. ) Thia would indicate that 
there would be ood local demand tor oat • as well as for 
other teed grains, that were produced in the area, and 
hence a favorable price situation tor the growers. Tb 
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ean Deviation or the average prices per bushel received 
for oats by farme~s was 2.4 cents mong the nine Districts. 
The eleven year (1946-1956} average price received 
tor soybeans by farmers the nine isaour1 Crop Reporting 
Districts ba a range or 8.2 cents per bushel between the 
C 
Districts. (Table VIII.) The lowest average farm price 
for the period was $2 .608 tor Di3trict VII (Southwest), and 
the highest was 2.700 tor District III ( ortheast) . Dia-
trict III borders the iae1esipp1 River, therefore has 
access to barge transportation. It 1a located relatively 
near the important soybean markets in Chicago and other 
points 1n Illinois . This may h lp to account tor the higher 
average price for District III. On tbe other hand, District 
VII 1a located in the southwest corner ot the state, and 
more d1sta.nt from any major soybean proceasi{lg plante. 
There aren't enough soybeans produced 1n tb1e area to attract 
soybean oil mills. The ean Deviation ot the average price ■ 
received tor soybeane by farmers in the nine Crop Reporting 
Districts tor this period was approx 
buabel. 
tely 2.7 cents per 
A comparison was also made between the eleven year 
(1946-1956) average price received by issouri farmers for 
corn, wheat, soybeans, and oats, and the average price 
r eoe1ved by rarmere t or the se gr ains 1n the United Statee 
as a whole. (Table VIII .) It was found that 1ssour1 
tarmera received a slightl y higher average price tor the 
period, than the United States ! a rm average, tor corn. 
wheat , and oats . However , for soybeans 1t a noted that 
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they received approx imately 6 . 7 cents per bushel lees than 
the average United State s farm price tor the period. There 
may be some association between this and the fact that 
issouri bas relatively few soybean oil mills ae compared 
to other important soybean producing st tea woh as Ill1no1e 
and Iowa . 1 Therefore, transportation costs involved 1n 
mov1r&g the soybeans from 1ssour1 farms to an oil mill may 
be greater. 
Relationship ~ grain prices !_! ~~ !.!£!! ~ !_! 
terminal markets . Terminal grain rkGte, such as thoae 
round 1n Kansae City, St. Louis , and C.icago, and at other 
centers , are the most important sales outlet for ountry 
grain elevators . 2 In this partioular study or fifty-nine 
country grain elevato~s in issour1, it was round that tbeee 
elevators used terminal or sub-terminal agenc1ee ae aalee 
outle~a for about 72.4 per cent of the total grain eold. 
1united States Depart ent or gricu¾ture, The Year-
book or Africultures 1954. Marketing (WashingtonsOovern-
meiit' l>r1 tng Oftice, 195i), p. 467. 
2 Kohls,~• ill• 
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(Table XVII, p . 56 . ) 
Comparisons were made of the average i ssour i fan, 
price for the major grains and the average terminal price 
for thee grains. The widest spread between farm and 
terminal price was for soybeans, and the most narrow spread 
was for oats . For the eleven year period (1946-56), 
terl'linal prices for soybeans averaged approximately 34 . 5 
cents per bushel more than the farm price ; 23 . 6 cents per 
bushel higher for wheat, 10 .7 cents higher for corn , and 
5 . 8 cents par bushel b!gher for ata . ( ble VIII . ) The 
greatest diffArence between tbe farm and term nal r ce s 
for the gra1.ns used more for food (wb at and soybeans), and 
th smaller ~iffer ces ere for the feed gl'&ins (corn and 
oats). These differ ences in margins on th various kinda 
of gra n may be due to the greater length ot the marketing 
channel for wheat aa conipared to that or corn and oats; 
and to the greater risk or price fluctuat1 n in the case 
of soybeens . It should also be pointed out hat terminal 
prices are for a specif c qua . tty of gr in , whereas the 
avera e farm pr ce is for al gr de nd qualities. 
CHAPTER III 
MARKETING MARG T S FOR CO TRY GRAIN LEVATORS 
Country grain elevatora perform a aervice in grain 
marketing by turn1eh1ng the farmer a caeh e lea outlet tor 
most ot the grain which he sella.1 The remuneration which 
the elevator operator receives for this service ie the dif-
ference in price be ween what he pays to the gra n producer 
and that price which he receivea for the grain when be, the 
elevator operator, in turn sell it. Thia price ditfer n-
tial 1e the gross margin ~eceived by the rain levator 
oper tor for his merchandiei function. 
The elevator•, gross margin, when referred to 1n tbia 
study, will be the d1fterence between t e price the elevator 
pays tor the grain and the price which it receives, le s the 
coat or transportation to the elevator's aalea outlet. 
Thus, it the elevator paye 1.so per bushel for wheat; eelle 
it tor 1.95 per bushel, and t he transportation coats &N 
five cents, the elevator'• groea margin 1a e ght eenta. Out 
or tbie groea margin the elevator operator pays tor labor, 
other operating coete, and attempts to obta in a profit fro 
the operation. 
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A decline in the price or grain between the time it 
is bought and sold may result in reducing the gross margin 
which the elevator operator attempts to maintain. Some 
elevators try to reduce the risk of loss due to price tluc-
tuation by selling futures contracts 1n tea ount ot their 
cash purchases or the physical commodity. Thia type ot 
ottsetting transaction in the grain futures market is known 
as hedging. In a stud ot 150 country grain elevators in 
Missouri, Temple reported that about 33 pr cent ot the 
elevators practiced bed ing.2 
I. PRESENT GROSS GI S FOR FIFTY-
NINE CO TRY GR.AI El,EVA.TORS IN 
FOR GRAI SH PPED BY L, TR C , A 
SSO I 
so LOCALLY 
The grain elevator operators who were interviewed 
for this study were asked to ive the gr os rgine per 
bushel which they normally obtained tor handling the various 
k1ndp of grain. Gross margins tor ain sold locally, 
shipped by rail, and shipped by truck were listed separately. 
Thie information was summarized and is shown in Table IX. 
The average groes marg i n for grain sold locally wae 
round to be from about one to four cents per bushel more than 
2 orman F. Temple "Cbaracter i tica of Countr Grain 
Elevators in Missouri as They Relate to Grain r keting• 
(unpublished Master's thesis, University ot isaouri, 
Columbia, Missouri. 1955), P• 108 . 
TABLE IX 
GROSS MARGINS OF FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS FOR GRAIN 
SHIPPED BY RAIL, TRUCK, AND SOLD LOCALLY, 
MISSOUlU, 1956 
~ ~cent;;ii>er puebe1J 
0~ ea£ . ·~ - ·~ smeane 
Rall True Locil Rifi Truck Local Railok Local 
Average 7.2 7.7 a.a 7.6 7.4 * s.2 7.6 • 
Median s.o a.o 10.0 s.o 7.o * a.o 7.o * 
Range 4-10 3-15 5-16 3-12 3-15 * 4-12 2-13 * 
Oats Barley sor1hum Grains 
Rail '!'ruck Looal Rall Truck Local Rall TrUci tocaI 
Average 6.7 7.6 s.7 7.0 
* 
s.o 6.9 7.6 11.6 
Median 6.0 7.o 9.5 7.0 
* 
B.6 7.0 7.0 13.0 
Range 4-15 3-13 3-18 0 • 5-10 5-10 5-12 5-17 
•Indi~atee n-o sale ot grain through this outlet was reported • 
.. 
' 
,, 
A 
~ 
..., 
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the average gross margin tor grain shipped by rail or truck. 
This would seem logical since grain sold locally would 
usually be in relatively small individual lots, and thus 
require more hafidling and labor per dollar of sale volume. 
For corn, the average gross margin for local sales 
was a.a cents per bushel; 7.7 cents for truck shipments, 
and 7.2 cents per bushel for ratl shipments. The average 
gross margins for wheat ~8 7 .6 cents per bushel for rail 
shipmente and 7.4 oents ror truck shipments . Soybeans 
showed an average ~088 margin or 8 .2 cents per bushel f~ 
rail shipments and 7.5 cents for those shipped by truck. No 
margins are shown for local sales of wheat and soybeans 
since practically none of these grains were repor ed to h~ve 
been sold locally. ~ The average gross margin tor oats sold 
locally was 8.7 ce ta per bushel; 7 .5 cents for truck ship-
ments and 6.7 cents per bushel tor shipments by rail . For 
barley, the average gf'oss margin was 8.0 cents per bushel on 
local sales, and 7 . 0 cents per bushel for rail shipments. 
No truck shipments were reported . The average gross margin 
reported for sorghum grains was 11.6 cents per bushel tor 
that which was sold locally; 7.6 cents per bushel for truck 
shipments, and 6.9 cents per bushel tor rail shipments. 
Tb~ Median gross margin tor rail shipments or corn, 
wheat, and soybeans was s.o cents for each of them. Barley 
and sorghum grains each had 7.0 cents per bushel as the 
Median groaa 
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rgin for shipments by rail. The edian gro1■ 
margin tor oats shipped by rail was 6.0 cents per bushel . 
For truck shipments, or wheat, soybeans, oats and 
sorghum grains the Median gross margin waa 7.0 cents per 
bushel . The edian gross marg in tor corn waa s.o cents per 
bushel. 
The edian, as well as the average, gr os rg1n was 
high r for gra in sold loc lly than for grain eh1pped out by 
ra il or truck tor all the grain that were aold locally. 
The edian gross margin tor local a lee of corn was 10.0 
cents per bushel, 9 . 5 cents tor oats, 13.0 centft tor sorghum 
grains, and 8.6 cente per bushel tor bar l ey . 
The range in gross margins tor rail ship ent wa1 
from 4-10 cents per bushel tor corn, 3-12 cents tor wheat, 
4-12 cents tor soybeans, 4-16 cents tor oats , nd 5-10 centa 
per bushel tor sorghum grains. (See Figure 2 . ) Seven cent■ 
per bushel was be only mount given aa the gro a margin tor 
rail shipments of barley . Only two elev tore reported rail 
shipments ot thie gra n . 
The r nge in gross rgins reported tor loc l sales 
of grain were equal to or greater th n tbe ranges reported 
tor grain ahipmenta by truck or by rail tor each kind ot 
grain that was aold locally . The widest range in groae 
margins wa trom 3-18 cents per bushel w 1ch waa report d 
tor oats. (Table IX.) 
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FIGURl!; 2 
RANGE IN Y.ARGiliS ON RAIL SHIPMENTS OF FIVE 
GRAINS, FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, 
MISSOURI, 1956 
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For truck shipments, the range in gross margins per 
bushel was from one to six cents greater than those tor 
shipments by rail for each kind of grain except oats. For 
oats, the range in gross margins was one cent per bu shel 
more for rai l than for truck shipments. 
The average gross margins, for the elevators ae a 
whole, were slightly higher for truck shipments of corn, 
oats, and sorghum grains t han for rail shipments of these 
grains. The reverse was tru e in the case of wheat and soy-
beans. This differentiation did not exist for individual 
elevators, however. In comparing the margin s for individual 
elevators i t was noted that when a diffe ence existed be-
t ween marg i ns on grain shipped by truck, and t hat which was 
sh i pped by rail, t his difference existed for each kind of 
grain handled. That is, i t wa sn't reported that a larger 
margin was obta ined on one k ind of gra i n if i t was shipped 
by tru ck , and a l arger marg i n on another k ind of gra i n if 
it was sh i pped by r ail. 
For ty- three of the fif t y- nine elevator oper ators who 
were inter viewed reported that their margins were the same 
for both r ail and truck shipments of grain . Most of the 
differe ces which did xist were reported to be t wo cent s or 
less per bushel . 
Comparison of gross margins f!E: l arge and Sl118 ll 
elevators . A comparison of gross margins f or lar ge and 
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small elevat ors was made to discover whe t her or not large 
volume elevators, because or their large volume, operated 
on lower margins. The results are shown in Table x. In 
~ ~ this sample, the large elevators had average gross margins 
of from .1 cent to 1.5 cents pe~ bushel greater than the 
small elevators for corn, wheat, soybeans, and barley. On 
the other hand, small elevators had average gross margins 
of .:5 cent and 1.2 cents per bushel more than t he large 
elevators for sorghum grains and oats, respect i vely. 
The results of this comparison do not seem to sub-
atantiate the idea that elevators with large volume operate 
with lower margins, or that because or thair lower margin 
they get more business and therefore become large volume 
elevatorP. 
Comparioon of EY,'Oss marg i n~ among~ three types ot 
firm ownership. The result8 of a comparison of gross mar-
gins for the different types of firm ownership are given in 
Table XI. The highest average gross margin s reported for 
COJ"Jl and oats were on local sales by private firms which 
operated several elevators . For wheat , the highest average 
gross margin was for rail shipments made by firms operated 
as cooperatives. The highest average gross margin for soy-
bean.3 was reported by private firms operating a single 
elevator, and was for rail shipments. 
Both the highest and lowest average gross margin 
Grain 
Corn 
Wheat 
Soybeans 
Oat• 
Barley 
'.l'ABLE X 
COMPARISON OF THE GROSS MARGINS OF LARGE ELEVATORS AND SMALL ELEVATORS, 
BY KIND OF GRAIN, FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, 
MISSOURI, 1956 
Larse Elevators (cents per bushe;i!a11 Elevators 
Average Median Range Average Median Range 
8.1 a.o 4-13 8.0 7.5 3-15 
a.o 8.0 3-13 1.0 s.o 3-12 
8.4 a.o 2-13 6.9 7.0 3-12 
7.6 7.0 •-15 a.7 s.o 3-18 
7.7 7.0 5-10 6.7 s.o 5-10 
Sorghum Gra1na s.1 7.0 5-17 a., s.o 5-15 
~ 
~ 
TABLE XI 
.t!' 
GROSS MARGINS OF FIF~-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, GROUPED ACCORDING TO TYPE OF 
.,. 
FIRM OWNERSHIP, FOR RAIL SHIPMENTS, TRUCK SHIPMENTS, 
AND LOCAL SALES OF GRAIN, MISSOURI, 1956 (cente per buehel) 
i62ai !ozEeane ~om Oate RiII 'l'ruclc I:ooa'.t Ri n: 'l'ruolc Ran: Truolc nan: 'llruclc 
Cooperativea: s 
Average 7.5 8.9 8.7 a.1 e.o 7.7 a.7 6.0 9.o 
Median s.o 9.0 s.o s.o s.o a.o 10.0 e.o 10.0 
Range 6-8 6-12 6-12 6-12 6-10 4-11 6-10 4-8, 6-12 
Private: ' l:l; Firm Operating 
Several E~.evatore 
Average 6.1 7.3 9.1 7.0 7.6 7.8 7.6 6.0 s.a 
Median 7-.0 6.5 10.0 '7.0 7.6 e.o 7.0 e.o 5.6 
Range 4-8 4.-15 4-16 3-10 6-10 6-10 6-10 4-8 5-'7 
Private: 
Single Elevator 
Operation 
Average '7.8 7c1 a.a 7.8 7.1 a.a 7.3 7.8 7.0 
Median e.o '7.0 10.0 0.0 6.5 10.0 '7.6 7.0 6.0 
Range 4-10 3-13 3-15 4-11 :5-13 5-12 2-13 5-16 3-7 
~ 
Local 
8.2 
9.0 
5-10 
10.2 
10.0 
5-18 
8.5 
s.o 
3-15 
~ 
(D 
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reported for any kind of grain was for oats, and they were 
each reported by private firms operating several plants. 
The lowest average gross margin was 5.8 cents per bushel for 
truck shipments , and the highest average gross margin waa 
10.2 cents per bushel for local sales of oats. 
It should be pointed out that the amounts reported 
for gross margins were given in answer to the question of 
what their margins usually were on the various kinds of 
grain and for various sales outlets. The differences in 
margins could be due to difference-a in uying price, or a 
difference in selling price, or both. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that particular types of firms made larger margins 
because they paid the farmer le ss for his grain. They could 
have paid a fully competitive price for the farmer's grain 
and then, due to an excellent sales outlet, obtained a 
higher $8111ng price, and thereby a h i gher marg in. 
Comparison of gross margins among 1!!! Missouri Crop 
Reporting Districts. A summary was made of the gross mar-
gins which country grain elevators usu.ally obtained on the 
four major grains in each of the nine Crop Reporting 
Districts in Missouri . The gross margins were listed 
separate ly for grain shipped by rail , shipped by truck, or 
sold locally. 'l.'bis information is presented in Tables XII, 
XIII , and XIV . 
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Figure 3 shows that the average gross margin on corn 
shipped by rail ranged from a low or 5.7 cents per bushel 
for District I (Northwest), and District VI (East), to a 
high of 10.0 cents Pl{ ,- shel in District DC (Southeast). 
f> ... 
The lowest average gross margins tor rail shipments ot 
wheat, soybeans, and oats were reported for District VII 
{Southwest). These margins, per bushel, were 5.3 cents for 
wheat, s.o cents for soybeans, and 5.0 cents tor oats. 
District DC (Southeast) bad the highest average gross mar-
gins on shipments by rail tor corn, wheat, soyb~ans, and 
oats. These gross margins averaged 10.0 cents, 8.8 cents, 
10.2 cents, and 15.0 cents per bushel, respectively. How-
ever, it should be pointed out that for rail sh1,t::tnents of 
corn and oats in District VII, and tor oats in District IX, 
the above gross margins may or may not be representaM.ve 
for these Districts, beoaus~ only one firm, in each case, 
reported rail shipments of these grains. Therefore, a much 
larger sample would have 1'> b ,.. [ aken befo~ any definite 
conclusions could be drawn as to the average gi:oss margins 
ii!J 
on these grains for the elevator population in these 
Districts. However, it does appear that rail shipment is 
used for these grains by relatively few elevators 1n 
Districts VII and IX. 
The gross margins on grain shipped by truck are shown 
in Table XIII, Pe 43. The average gross margin for all the 
elevators for corn shipped by truck was 7.7 cents per 
,,p 
~ 
MISSOURI 
AVERAO~ GROSS MARGINS ON RAIL SHIPMENTS OF FOUR GRAINS, BY CROP REPORTING I DISTRICTS, FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, MISSOURI, 1956 1~ 
Coente per buehel) "'"' 
TABLE XII 
GROSS MARGINS OF FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS FOR GRAIN SHIPPED BY RAIL, 
BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, MISSOURI, 1956 (cents per bushel) 
Corn Mieat Soybeans Oat ■ 
District Av • . ~~ ~Jtanse Av. Md. Ra!!i5e AT. Md. Ranse AT. Md. 8-nge 
I 5.7 5.0 4-9 7.0 7.0 5-9 8.3 10.0 5-10 a.o a.o 0 
II 7.5 7.5 7-8 8.5 a.o 6-12 a.a 10.0 7-10 6.3 6.~ 5-7 
III 8.5 a.o 8-10 8.3 a.o 7-11 a.1 e.o 6-11 6.6 7.0 5-8 
IV a.2 a.o 5-10 8.3 a.o 6-10 a.s 9.0 5-11 6.0 6.0 5-7 
V 6.7 7.0 6-8 7.8 a.o 5-10 7.2 a.o 4-10 s.s 4.5 •-e 
VI 5.7 s.o 4-8 e., 6.0 4-8 6.8 7.0 6-8 * * * 
VII 6.0 6.0 0 5 .3 5.0 3-8 6.0 6.0 5-7 5.0 s.o 0 
VIII 
* * * * * * * • • * • 
p 
• 
IX 10.0 10.0 0 a.a 9.0 7-10 10.2 10.0 8-12 15.0 16.0 0 
; 
State 7.2 a.o 4-10 7 . 6 a.o s-12 a.2 e.o 4-12 6.7 &eO 4-16 
•Indicates no rail shipm~nts were reported for this grain. 
.po. 
(\) 
~ ~ I ,_ 
.) :I" 
TABLE XIII 
t;J 
GROSS MARGINS OF FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS FOR GRAIN SHIPPED BY TRUCK, 
BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, MISSOURI, 1956 (cents per bushel) • 
4 
"orn lliee.t &:ta !oi6eana 
District lv, e. Rapg• Iv. la. Range Iv. Ma:. Range AT. 71. Range 
I ~ .8 6.0 4-5 7.8 s.o 5-10 s.o s.o 0 7.5 7.5 5-10 
II 8.3 s.o '7-10 7.3 s.o 6-8 7.5 6.5 6-10 8.3 a.o 7-10 
III 11.0 11.0 10-12 7.0 6.0 6-10 11.0 11.0 10-12 7.0 6.0 6-10 
IV 7.0 6.5 5-10 s.o 5.0 0 6.5 7.0 5-7 4.5 •• 5 2-'7 
V e.o s.o 0 s.o a.o 6-10 s.o 5.0 0 6.0 6.0 0 
VI 8.5 '7 .5 5-15 a.s a.o 5-15 15.0 15.0 0 a.7 e.o 5-15 
VII 7.0 '7.0 6-8 * * * * * * 
7.0 '7.o 0 
VIII 15.0 16.0 0 
* * • * * * * * * 
IX 6.5 6.5 3-10 7.0 '7.5 3-10 3.o 3.0 0 a.• 10.0 3-11 
State 7.'7 e.o 3.15 7.4 7.0 3-13 7.5 7.o 3-13 7.5 7.o 2-13 
•Indicates no truck ehipnents were reported tor this grain. 
,.. 
tfli. 
CA 
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bushel. However, there was a rather wide variation among 
the various Crop Reporting Districts. The lowest average 
gross margin for corn was 4.8 cents per bushel in District 
I (Northwest), which 1a the m.ost important corn producing 
District in ·the state . The highest gross margin tor corn 
was 15.0 cents pe,r bushel which was reported by one elevator 
in District VIII (South Central). This 1a a corn deficit 
area, and bas comparatively few grain elevators, because a 
relatively small amount of any grain is produced in this 
District. (See Table IV, p. 11.) 
For wheat, the average gross margins on truck ship• 
menta were fairly uniform. The average gross margin tor 
all elevators was 7.4 cents per bushel. The lowest average 
gross margin was s.o cents per bushel tor District IV 
(West), and the highest was a.scents per bushel for 
District VI (East). No truck shipments or wheat were 
reported byte elevators interviewed 1n Districts VII and 
VIII. 
The average gross margin on oats shipped by truck 
tor all of the country grain elevators that were included 
in this study was 7.5 cents per bushel. However, thare was 
a rather wide range between the highest and the lowest aver-
age gross margins for the Crop Reporting Districts within 
the state. The lowest gross margln was 3.0 cents per bushel 
which was reported by one elevator in District IX, and the 
.. 
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highe1t margin wa1 1:5.0 cent, per buahel reported by an 
elevator in Diatriot VI. In Di1tr1ots VII (Southwest) and 
VIII (South Central) no :~evators reported shipment of oats 
by truc\, r.: In D1striot1 I, V, VI, and IX, only one of the 
~ 
elevators in each District reported truck sb1pmente for 
' oats. The information received trom t ~ elevator operator■ 
that were interviewed for this atudy indicated that approxi-
mate~y 79.6 per cent of the oats which country elevator■ 
buy are re-sold locally. (Table XVI, P• 52.) Thia would 
leave a relatively small a.mount tor disposition by truck 
and rail sh ipments. 
For eoybeans, the average gro1s margin, tor all or 
the country elevators that were surveyed was 7.5 cents per 
bu1hel on trucked shipment,. Within the Crop Reporting 
Districts, the average gross margins ranged from a low or 
4.6 cents per bushel for Di1trict IV (Weit), \o a q1gh ot 
s. 7 cents per bushel tor District VI (East). How9ver, in 
District IV only two eievato~e reported truck shipments ct 
1oybeans. It 1s th&refcre felt that before definite eon-
cliisions could be reached concerning the relative amounts 
tor the average gross margins between Districts that a much 
larger sample of elevators would need to be obtained. 
Te.ele XIV shows the av rage gross margins reported 
C ·r 
' 
countaly grain elevators tor oorn ·udCoats sc9.l.d locally. 
The a-..erage gross margins for all elevators in th1a stud,-
.... a.a cents per bushel on corn, and a.7 oenta per bushel 
D1etr1ct 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 
VIII 
IX 
State 
TABLE XIV 
GROSS MARGINS OF FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS FOR 
GRAIN SOU> LOCALLY; BY CROP REPORTING DISTRICTS, 
MISSOURI, 1956 
(oente per bushel) 
Corn Oe.ta 
Iv. 
- ~-• - -- l{ay• Iv. va:. 
6.3 5.5 •-10 5.5 5.5 
9.2 10.0 8-10 s.2 s.o 
11.4 10.0 10-15 11.0 10.0 
s.o 9.0 6-10 s.7 9.0 
a.a 10.0 5-10 9.o g.o 
a.1 s.o 8-10 a.s e.s 
s.4 a.o 6-10 6.5 5.5 
16.0 16.0 0 1a.o 1e.o 
7.7 &.o 3-15 9.o 9.0 
a.a 10.0 3-16 s.7 9.5 
Range 
6-i 
10-15 
7-10 
S-10 
7-10 
5-10 
0 
3-16 
3-18 
,ll,,. 
0) 
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on oats. The average groaa margin■ on corn for the various 
Crop Reporting Districts ranged from a low or 6~ cents per 
bushel tor District I (Northwest) to a high or 15.0 cents 
per bushel i.n District VIII (South Central}. These same 
Diatriota had the lowest and highest average groaa margin■ 
tor oata aold locally; with a low of 5.5 cents per bushel 
in District I, and a high ot 18.0 cents per bushel tor 
Dictrict VIII. However, there are relatively few grain 
eleYators in District VIII and only one elevator in tb1a 
district furnished in.formation tor th1a study. Thia ltm!ta 
the tormulation ot definite conclusions concernipg gross 
margins in District VIII. It might also be pointed out that 
District VIII produces a 1111&11 percentage of the corn and 
oats grown in Missouri whereas District I ranks high in the 
production of each of theae gr·ains. (See Table II:f, P• a.) 
Cbanp;es _!A groas margins since ~. The titty-nine 
country grain elevator operators who were interviewed for 
this study were asked to give the changes which had occured 
in their grosa margins q'or each class or grain since 1946. 
The results are shown in Table XV. For corn, fO elevator 
operators reported that there bad been no changes in their 
... 
gross margins since 1946, 7 reported t~t their gross mar-
gina bad declined mor ban 2 cents pe bushel, an~ 5 1ndi-
~ 
cated that their gross margins had declined from 1.1 cents 
to 2.0 cents per bushel 1n the previous ten year period. 
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Wheat and soybeans were the only grains for which any 
elevator operator reported an increase in gross margi n 
during the past ten yeara. For eaoh of the se two gra i ns, 
the elevator operator indicated an increase 
or trom 1.1 cents to 2.0 cents per bushel. 
.. 
However, t he 
majority of the elevator operators interviewed tor thi1 
study reported that there bad been no changes in their gross 
margins on the various classes or grain since 19f6. Those 
reporting a decrease in gross margin! gave increased com-
petition•• the principal reason. 
... 
Grain 
Corn 
Wheat 
Soybeans 
Oats 
Barley 
Sorghum ua1n 
~ -
:jJ 
TABIE XV 
CHANGES IN GROSS MARGINS ON GRAIN SINCE 1946, 
FIFTY-NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, 
MISSOURI, 1966 
(cents per bushel) {cents per bushel) 
over -2 -1.1 to -2 -1 or lees No change Oto 1 1.1 to 2 OTer 2 lumber or elevators . ~~ 
.,, 
10 
9 
5 
1 
5 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
40 
,o 
51 
55 
9 
24 
1 
1 
.,:i,. 
<O 
CHAPTER IV 
METHODS OF SALE FOR COUNTRY GRAIN ELEVATORS 
Country grain elevator operators have many sales 
out~ts for their grain. They sell some of it to local 
livestock feeders, ship part or it to teed manufacturers, 
millers, processors, and to livestock feeders 1n deficit 
producing areas. However, moat of the grain handled by 
country grain elevators goes to terminal markets.1 Koble 
states that country elevator operators eell ab~t 75 per 
cent or their grain purchases to terminal elev$tors.2 In 
this particular study of f1~ty-nine country grain elevators 
in Missouri, 1t was reported that these elevators used 
terminal or sub-terminal agencies as sales outlets for 
approx1mately 72.4 per cent of the total grain sold (Table 
XVI, P• 52.) 
Terminal markets provide market quotations, weighing 
and inspection services, drying and storage facilities, 
services of commission merchants, and servi ces of financing, 
insurance, and forwarding agencies. Farmers, country 
elevators, or others who wish to ship grain to a terminal 
market may either sell their gra in to a cash grain firm, 
~ 
Lrbe Yearbook of !g_riculture: _1964. Marketing, on. ill•, p.~a. - - ,_ - .;.. 
2Kohls, 122,. ill• 
') 
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consign it to the market for sale by a commission merchant, 
or to a terminal elevator or warehouse for storage. How-
ever, relatively little grain is sold direct from t Be~ 
to terminal markets.3 It usually is sold to the country 
grain elevator first. 
I. SALES OUTLETS 
The fifty-nine Missouri country elevator operators 
who were interviewed for this study were asked to estimate 
the number of bushels of each kind of grain which they had 
sold through the various sales outlets during the paet year. 
This information is shown in Table XVI. 
It was found that there was considerable difference 
in the type of sales outlets used most for the different 
kinds of grain. For example, Local Sales were reported to 
be the most important sales outlet for oats and barley, 
somewhat less important for corn and sorghum grains, and of 
practically no importance for wheat or soybeans. Local 
Sales pro~ided the outlet for approximately 10.9 por cent 
of the total volume of grain handled by these elevators. 
For corn, terminal or sub-terminal elevators and the 
various agencies connected with them, accounted for approxi-
mately 61.0 per cent of the total amount sold by the 
3 Temple, .2.E.• cit., p. 62. 
~ ~ .. 
TABLE XVI 
•J PER CENT OF TOTAL VOLUME OF EACH KIND OF GRAIN SOLD GOING 'l'HROUGB 
EACH SALES OUTLET , FIFTY-NINE COUNTR;y ELEVATORS, 
MISSOURI, 1966 
fer oent - ~ ,.;, 
SALES OUTL'ET corn Wbeat ~it>eana ~ t s ~ariez SoJ"alnm !!:•Iii 
LOCAL SALES 24.1 
* * 
79.6 84.0 10.1 
RAIL SHIPl!ENTS: 
Consigned to terminala 26 . 8 56 . 0 25 . 5 2 .:5 
* 
44 .5 
Sold to terminal merchandisers 8 . 9 16. -t 12 . 2 9 . 3 * It 30.7 Sold to car-lot daaleras 
At term.inals 5 . 4 11.6 11 . 2 2.7 13.6 
* At interior po1nta . 6 
* 
.. 
* * * Sold d1reot to processors 2 .1 1.5 7 . 6 . 6 2 .4 . 3 
TRUCK SBIPJIENTS1 
Sold to truokera at elevator 11. 7 . 5 
* 
3 . 9 
* 
a.1 
Sold d1reot to tera.or aub-tarm.elev. 2 .0 a., 6.0 . 2 
* 
1.5 
Sold direct to procaaaora . 6 1.e 6 . 2 
* * 
..... 
* Sold through dealers to1 
Terminal and aub-terminal elevator 1., 
* 
1. 1 1 .4 
* 
1 . 4 
Proceaaora 
* * 
11.0 
* * 
1 . 4 
BARGE SHIPMENTS I 
Direct to exporter 
* 
1.s 15.5 
* * * To terminal merchandisere 16 . 6 2 . 7 3 . 9 
* * * 
Total 100 . 0 100. 0 100 . 0 100 . 0 100.0 100.0 
.c...__ 
- ~ -- - -- - - -
•Indicates that no grain was reported tor that aale• outlet • 
.... 
,_,.. 
CTI 
l\) 
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elevator operators who were interviewed for this study. 
Local sales represented about 24.1 per cent of the corn 
sales. Truckers bought about 11.7 per cent, processors 
bought 2.6 per cent, and car-lot dealers that were not 
located at the terminal markets were the sales outlet for 
about .s per cent of the corn handled by these country grain 
elevators. 
The most important single sales outlet for wheat was 
rail shipments consigned to terminals. Altogether, terminal 
or sub-terminal elevators and their agencies provided the 
sales outlet for about 95.l per cent of the wheat sold by 
the elevator operators included in this study. sales to 
processors, exporters, and truckers accounted for a total ot 
4.9 per cent. 
Rail shiinents consigned to terminals was the most 
important single sales outlet for soybeans, which was also 
true for corn and wheat. Termi nal or sub-terminal elevators 
and their agencies provided these elevators the sales outlet 
for approximately 59.9 per c.ent of their soybeans. About 
24.8 per cent were sold to processors, and approximately 
15.3 per cent were reported to have been sold direct to 
exporters. 
Oats and barley were the only grains for which it was 
reported that Local Sales were the most important sales 
outlet. These country elevator operators indicated that 
64-
about 79.6 per cent of their oats, and 84.0 per cent of 
their barley was re-sold locally. 
For sorghum grains, t .erminal or sub-termi nal eleva-
tors and their agencies accounted for approximately 80.l per 
cent of the total amount sold by these eleyat&-a. They 
reported that Local Sales accounted for about 10.1 per cent 
of their sales of sorghum grains, and the remainder was sold 
to truckers and processors. 
The per cent of all grain handled that went through 
each sales outlet was detGrmined for the fifty-nine Missouri 
country grain elevators included in t hi s study. Thia 
information is shown in Figure 4. It was determined that 
approximately 10.9 per cent of theae elevators• total 
volume of grain was disposed of through Local Salee. Of 
the individual classes of grain, oats and barley had a much 
higher per cent tor Local Sales, however, these two grains 
and sorghum grains made up only a small percentage of the 
entire volwne of grain handled. Terminal and sub-terminal 
elevators and their agencies provided sales out lets for an 
average of about 72.4 per cent of all grain sold by the 
country elevator operators that were interviewed for this 
study. But for some of the individual classes of gra i n, 
such as wheat, f&r example, the percentage go i ng through 
terminal agencies was much gre i ter t q_ t hi s Processors 
bought approximately 8.1 per cent of the grain sold by these 
country grain elevator operators, and the remainder wa■ sold 
'O 
f"1 
0 
ID 
8 C 
7 'O 
,C 6 
0 
0 
2 0 
1 0 
0 
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,-~ 1' tll ,, 
Local Terminal and Sub- Proo,eeore 
Salee term. Elevatore 
All Others 
And their Agenciee 
FIGURE 4 
SALE OUTLETS EXPRESSED AS A PER CENT OF THE 
TOTAL VOLUME OF ALL GRAIN SOLD, FIFTY-
NINE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, MISSOURI, 1956 
TABLE XVII 
PER CENT OF ALL GRAIN SOLD THAT WENT T~OUGH EACH 
SALES OUTLET, FIPTY-lUNE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, 
MISSOURI, 1956 
Salee Outlet 
Local Sale■ 
Rail Sb1pmentas 
Consigned to terminal■ 
Sold to terminal merchandiser s 
Sold to oar-lot dealeres 
At terminal■ 
At interior point ■ 
Sold direct to prooesaore 
Truck Sbii:aentas 
(Per oent) 
Sold to truckers at elevator f.l 
Sold direct t o term. or aub-term1nal elevator 5.5 
Sold direct to proceaeora 2.5 
Sold through dealer ■ to: 
Terminal and sub-terminal. elevator .a 
Prooessora 2.1 
Barge Shipmenta: 
Direct to exporter 
To terminal llerchandisera 
Total 100.0 
56 
57 
to truckers, car-lot dealers not located at tbe terminal 
markets, and to exporters. 
II. TRANSPORTATION METHODS USED 
The titty-nine Mieeouri country grain elevator 
operators who were interviewed for this study were asked 
to break down their grain sales tor the past year into the 
types or transportation utilized. Thie intormat1on 11 
presented in Table XVIII. 
Rail ahipment was the most important method or trans-
portation used for all grain ■ except oats and barley. Moat 
of these two grains were sold locally, which would result in 
moat instance's ot the livestock feeder hauling the grain 
b-om the elevat~r out to the farm himself. or the ind1v1-
dus.l kinds of grain, wheat bad the highest percentage or 
rail shipments. It was indicatad that approximately 85e3 
per cent or the wheat sold by these elevator operators wae 
ehipp&d by rail. 
Of the total volume of grain handled approximately 
10.9 per cent was sold locally, 62.5 per cent was shipped 
by rail, 15.2 per cent was shipped by true~ , and 11.4 per 3 
cent was shipped by barge. 
At the bottom of Table XVIII, is shown the per cent 
t~_e,,acb kind or grain was ot the total volume of all grain 
handled by these fifty-nine country elevators. Wheat 
accounted for approximately 38.5 per cent or all grain 
,i> 
.., 
TABLE XVIII 
PER CENT OF EACH KIND OF GRAIN GOING THROUGH EACH OUTLET; PER CENT OF ALL GRAIN 
~ 
GOING THROUGH EACH OUTLET; AND THE PER CENT EACH ORA IN WAS OF TOTAL VOLUME 
OF ALL ORAIN so~, FIFTY-1'1NE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, MISSOURI, 1956 
Outlet Corn 
Local Salft e 24.1 
Rail Shipnent 45.8 
Truck Shipment 15.6 
Barge Shipment 16.5 
!aeat 
-
as.s 
10.5 
,.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 
Per cent each 
grain waa ot ~ 
.. 
Total Volmae Sl.l 58.& 
Sozbeana 
56.5 
24.5 
19.2 
100.0 
24.l 
§orgfum AvefaP for 
O..tt, Grain Be.rl•l All Gra1Ja 
79.6 10.1 85.9 10.9 
14.8 7'7.5 16.l 62.5 
5.6 12.4 
-
15.2 
- - -
11., 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
s., 2., .6 100.0 
• a, 
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handled, corn represented 31.2 per cent, and soybeans made 
up 24.1 per cent. Therefore, these three grains accounted 
for 95.6 per cent or these elevators• entire volume, which 
left only 6.4 per cent to be made up by oats, sorghum 
grains, and barley. 
Financing trucked grain shipments. The elevator 
operators who reported selling grain which was shipped by 
truck were asked to indicate the method ot eale and the 
method of financing these eh1pmente. The methods of financ-
ing were listed as cash or check, elevator financed, and 
advances from, or drafts on buyers or dealers pending 
settlement. The information which wae obtained is presented 
in Table XIX. 
The most important method of sale category wae 
reported to be direct sales based on country elevator 
weights and grades, and the most common method of financing 
was by cash or check. This type of tran action accounted 
for 37.6 pe~ cent of the trucked grain shipments. 
The next most important method of financ i ng trucked 
grain shipments was advances from or drafts on buyers or 
dealers pending settlement. Thia method of financing wa~ 
reported to have been used for 33.7 per cent of the grain 
shipped by truck. 
Approximately 28.7 per cent oft e trucked grain 
shipments were elevator financed. This method of financing 
it 
T.lBLE XIX 
JIETHODS OF FINANCING TRUCKED GRAIN SHIPMENTS, EXPRESSED AS A PER CERT OF 
TOTAL VOLUME OF GRAIN SHIPPED BY TRUCJC, FIPTY-1'INE COUNTRY ELEVATORS, 
MlSSOURI, 1956 
lethoc! of f!nanolng 
~ Caeh Elevator P1nance4 ~ 
or Under tlve=a:a7 P!ve-di~ or dratta on 
Method ot Sale Check aettlementa and longer buyers or dealer■ settlement■ pending aettleaent (Per Cent) 
Direct •lee baaed on 
country el~vator 
weights and gradee 57.6 
Direct (or apot) ealee 
to elevators or pro• 
oeaeore on deet1nati011 
weight• and grade 
Contract eale ■ through 
dealers, brokers, or 
oomm1ea1on tirme on de•-~ 
t1nation we1ghta and .... 
grade1 
Total 37.6 
-
•• 9 1,.6 2a.2 
2.e 6.4 6.5 
7 • ., 21A'J?. 53.'7 
Total 
37.e 
4,7.7 
lt.'7 
100.0 
~ 
-
-
m 
0 
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was further broken down into under five-day settlements, and 
five-day an~ longer settlements. It was estimated that 
about 7.7 per cent were under five-day settlements, and that 
approximately 21.0 per cent of the trucked grain shiµnente 
were five-day and longer settlements. 
CHAPTER V 
QUALITY DETERMINATION OF GRAIN 
The determination of the quality of a commodity 1s 
very desirable when the oamnodity 1.s to enter commercial 
marketing channels. The quality determination processes 
are commonly referred to as grading. Without some standard-
i~ed procedures for measuring quality and differentiating 
grades the marketing and pricing mechanism would be serious-
ly impaired. The buyer would have no idea of the quality of 
his purchases unless be, or his representative, personally 
examined the commodity. However, much work remains to be 
done in the field of refining commodity gradea. 
Quality determination and standardizat ion of grades 
inspire confidence and facilitate the exchange function at 
all levels in the marketing channel. Without grades and the 
-use of somewhat uniform terminology, market reporting and 
price quotations would be made meaningless or impossible. 
Not only ls the grading or quality determination of 
a commodity important, but also a standardized system of 
weights and measures is essential to orderly marketing. 
Without these , confusion and misunderstanding would exist 
throughout the marketing channel. The diverse units which 
are used in the United States today were inherited :from the 
colonial days when the English settlers brought with them 
the weights and measures of the mother country. The history 
L 
ot some of the various units in England can be traced back 
to medieval time , . but the actual origin of some of the 
units is doubtful. 
The need for uniform weights and measures was 
recognized when the American Colonies united, and the power 
to establish them was given to the Federal Government .] 
Although the Constitution gives the Federal Government power 
to regulate trade between states and with foreign countries, 
there might be argument as to whether its power to fix the 
standard of weights and measures covers regula tion of market 
practices within a state. At any rate, the control or local 
use or weights and measures has been largely left to etate 
and local authorities. This conditton might be expected to 
lead to local or regional practices, but various influences 
have worked toward national uniformity. One 1e the rapid 
growth of interstate trade.2 
The benefits of standardization and quality deter-
mination to the grain industry have been particularly 
important. For example, grain grading permits the economy 
or bulk storage and traneportation or grain of simi lar 
grades. It facilitates financing and trading on the basis 
or warehouse certificates representing grain or lmown quality 
Lrhe Yearbook c-f Agriculture: 1954. Marketing, .2:R• 
~. , p. ,t7: 148. ·-
2 ~. 
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and value, and establishes loan values for grain in farm 
storage. 
Grain grading, and market quotat1.ons ba ed on grade, 
assist producers and handlers of grain to marke t their 
grain advantageously. The application or the grain stan-
dards shows the causes for market discounts, and indicates 
ways and means for crop-improvement and grain-handling 
practices that will bring about a reduet1on of certain "off 0 
grades of preventably low quality. Grain standards tunetion 
as commercial measures ot quality and condition. They 
assist in the economi cal marketing of grain because their 
use reduces risks and promotes definite agreements between 
contracting parties.5 
I. DEVELOPMENT OF GRA I N GRADING 
As the mid-west prairies and the Missiuippi Valley 
were gradually brought under cultivation, an increasing 
quantity of surplus grain moved ea~tward to consuming cen-
ters and to the eastern seaboard by rail, river, canal, and 
lake. Tbtre was a need ror a readily understandable commer-
eia1 language to eApresa the quality, class, and condition 
of individual lots of grain so that buyers and sellers at 
separate points could trade without a personal inspection 
3 United States Department or Agriculture, Agriculture 
Handbook Number 59, Grain Gradin' Primer (Washington: 
Government Print'Ing Office, l955, p. 4. 
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of the grain itself. Therefore, grain trade organizations 
instituted a system of grain grading w ereby grain could be 
bought and sold by grade without having the grain or samples 
of it before the interested pa~ties. 
Each trade organization adopted 1ts own set or stan-
dards 9-d method of application. The grades themselves were 
set forth in rather ambiguous terms such as "dry," "damp, 11 
"plump," "well-cleaned," "unsound," and "u.runerche.ntable".4 
In some markets different interests favored different kinds 
ot grain standards. Millers generally preferred high stan-
dards, whereas some others frequently favored more liberal 
standards, leniently applied. Persons buying grain under a 
certain designation in one market could not be sure that the 
grain would receive the same grade designation in some other 
market. Exporters who bought gra i n at interior markets for 
delivery abroad had no assurance that the grain bought by 
grade at interior points would be assigned the same grade 
when loaded aboard ship for export. Indefinite grading and 
t he lack of confidence in grain grading had a tendency to 
depress prices of grain sold by grade, espec ially if 
delivery was to be made at some distant future date. 
For many years grain organizations tried to bring 
about a more consistent application of uniform standards. 
4 
,!BM., pp. 2-3. 
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The demand for uniform grades and inspection resulted in 
many bills being introduced in the United States Congress 
during the years 1903 to 1916 providing tor Federal super-
vision or grain grading or tor outright Federal grain 
inspection. Finally, the United States Grain Standards Act 
was passed August 11, 1916. It provides in part for the 
establishment ot official grain standards, Federal licens-
ing and supervision ot the work of grain tnspectors, and 
the entertaining of appeals from the grades assigned by the 
licensed inspectors. 6 
II. GRAIN GRADING FACTORS 
Some of the tests of grain quality that are con-
sidered to be important are tests t or cleanliness, sound-
ness, dryness, purity of type, plumpness, and the general 
condition of the grain. 
Various tests have been devised for determining these 
quality factors for grain. Some of the factors can be 
measured with mechanical devices, whereas others , such as 
odor and class, for example, must be determined by the grain 
grader mainly without the aid of mechanical means . 
Cleanliness is measured by determining the foreign 
material content. This is known as dockage test i ng, and it 
is performed by ttto •use of appropriate sieves and cleaning 
,_:r 
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devices. Plumpness is measured by the weight-per-bushel 
test, supplemented by sizing tests for some grains. Sound-
ness is indicated by the absence of musty, sour, or commer-
V 
cially objectiona , e foreien odors, and by the quantity of 
damaged kernels that are present in the grain . Dryness is 
determined by making a moisture test. An electric moisture 
meter is widely used for making this test. 6 Purity of type 
is provided for by classes for the various grain and by 
limitations for admixtures of other grains or of other 
classes of the same grain. The general term "cond i tion" 
refers to whether the grain is in sound condition or is out 
of condition because it is must,-, sour, or heating. The 
condition of grain is also indicated by such des1gnations 
as "garlicky," "smutty," "weevily," and "bright." 
Gra i n cla sses and sub-classes are also factors wh ich 
are considered in grading grain. Some kinds of grain have 
several classes and sub-classes. fuea t, for example, is 
d ivided into seven classes, some of which ha ve as many as 
three sub-olasses. 7 
The protein content of wheat has begun to receive 
attention from c onsumers and the grain trade. Although it 
6 Ibid., PP• 5-27. 
7united States Depa ·tment of Agriculture, Agricul-
turalJ.!arketing Service, Grain Division, Official Grain 
Standards of the United States (Washington: Government 
Printing OH1ce, 1957), P• 1. 
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1s not a gr de factor for whet , it is quoted and priced 
separ tely . The premium paid for high-protein whet 11 
based on the p rcenta e of protein contained 1n the wheat, 
8 
not for protein by weight . 
At the co.intry ain elev tor level 1n the grain 
marketing chann 1 , the testing for grade factors is ueuall1 
perform d by the elevator operator or his employee. Objec-
tive t1Pe teats for moisture and test -we i ht are usually 
made, but subjective tests are c only used for the other 
g~ade factors . Fr a study made in 1955 , T ple reported 
that 94 per cent of th country elevator operator nd1cated 
that they us d objectiv methods for et r in ng moisture 
c~ntent and test weight . A smaller perc nt e of the 
operators reported usins objective tests for oth r rain 
grading factors such as damaged k rnels, and foretgn 
material. 9 When the grain reaches termin 1 rketa otf icial 
grades are determined by licensed rain inspectors . 
Practices in grains pl ng . The first easenti 1 
step in grading grain is to obtain a correct and represent-
ative sample or the lot or grain to be graded. At t 
8c1ive • Harston ," arketing High-Protein Wheat 1n 
the Northern Great Plans," Agricultural Economics Rase rob, 
A. 11, 1957, Agricultural Research Service, n ted sffiea 
D6p rtmont of Agricul~ure (Washington : Government Print1 
Office, 1957), pp. 54-62. 
9 Temple , .21?• .ill•, p . 72. 
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country grain elevator level it is at the discretion of the 
elevator operator whether or not to sample the loads or 
grain which be buys, and which sampling techniques be will 
use. Although he cannot assign an of~: l gre.de to the 
grain that he buys, it is to his own advantage and tn fa ir-
ness to the producer of premium quality to sample and te t 
it. Otherwise, should be buy grain with a high moisture 
content, ha has the risk of loss due to spoilage. He will 
stand a loss from dockage when the grain is graded at the 
'"' terminal market if it contains a large amount of foreign 
material. Thus, it is necessary for the elevator operator 
to sample and test gra i n in order to protect himself from 
financial l oss and to encourage producers to improve the 
quality oI their grain. 
Regulations &nd instructions for gra i n sampling which 
are to be followed for determining the official grade s are 
published by the Department of Agrtculture, in 1.ts adminis-
tration of the Grain Standards Act. The licensed grain 
inspector'a sampling techniques must conforffl to these stan-
dards •10 
Information which was obtained from t his study of 
fifty-nine Missouri country grain elevators indicated that 
most of the loads of grain brought in by farmers were 
.'~ 
sampled. During harvest t i me it was reported tnat an average 
lOotficial Grain Standards,~•.£.!!., p. 84. 
( ... '• 
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of about ao.7 per cent of the loads of corn arriving at 
these country elevators were sampled. The average percent-
age of the loads of wheat, soybeans, and oats that were 
sampled during harvest time we~ 96.0, 97.♦, and 85.l per 
'( 
cent, respectively. A slightly higher percentage of the 
loads of all these grains were reported to have been sampled 
when they were sold to the elevator after the harvest season 
was over. 
Changes in grain gradins practices since 1946. The 
fifty-nine Missouri country grain elevator operators who 
were interviewed for this study were asked to indicate 
whether grain grading practices in their locality had 
tightened, not changed, or had loosened over the past ten 
year period. Thia information 1s presented in Table xx. 
A majority of the elevator operators reported a tightening 
of grading practices for each of the major grains. How-
ever, it appeared that wheat and ao,beans were part1cula.rly 
affected. No elevator operator reported a loosening of 
grading practices for any of the grains. Some of the 
elevator operators mentioned that the Pure Food and Drug 
Laws had tightened in respect to tolerance of~odent da~ge 
«, 
to grain wbica was to be used for human consumption. Thie 
would cause the elevator operator to tighten his grading 
practices concerning the oreign material content, particu-
larly. 
.. 
Grain 
Corn 
Wheat 
Soybeans 
Oe.ta 
Ba.rle7 
✓ 
Sorghum Grains 
TABLE XX 
CHANGES IN ORADilfO PRACTICES STifCE 19'6 OP 
PIP'l'Y-lUNE COUNTRY ELEVATORS 
MISSOURI, 1966 
Elevators 
bandlin&...!,1l!.!....,,gra1n 
Change• Ii 
grading Fiaotioe ■ aince 
ed T1,hten
50 
55 
'3 
42 
11 
26 
, 1 t __ __ _: A1AVAtnP11 
38 
49 
38 
26 
7 
22 
12 
4 
5 
16 
4 
4 
1946 
Loosened 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
~ 
.... 
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Grain merchandising practices. Blending , cleaning, 
scalping~ and artificial drying are pract i ce s which are 
commonly performed in connection wi th gra i n merchandi s ing. 
These con.ditioning processes are used in order to i3Crease 
the value of the gra i n; or prevent de t er i oration in it s 
quality. 
In thie study of fifty-nine Missouri country grain 
elevators, twenty-four were reported to be equ i pped to blend 
different qualities of gra i n. I t was reported that approxi-
mately 12 per cent of t he gr a in sh ipped by these country 
elevator operators was conditioned in s ome manner f or sh ip-
ment. About 88 per cent of t he gra i n was re ported to have 
been sh ipped as purchased. 
.. ... 
\c, 
CHAPTl!:R VI 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The production and marketing of grain is one of the 
most important businesses in Missouri. In 1956 Missouri 
farmers received an income from the sale of grain or 
approximately $252,715,000. This amount does not include 
the value or the grain marketed through livestock and live-
stock products. 
Country grain elevators provide the sales outlet for 
about 80 to 90 per cent of the grain which farmers sell. 
Their pricing and trading practicee are of much importance 
to the grain producer. 
Misso\.U'i is an important producer of all of the major 
grains grown in the United States. I n 1956 it ranked 
between fifth and ninth place among all states in the pro-
duction of the seven major grain crops. 
The state of Missouri is divided into nine Crop 
Reporting Districts. District I (Northwest) accounted for 
an average of about 20.6 per cent of the total grain pro-
duced in Missouri dur i ng the ten year period 1946 to 1956. 
This made it the leading grain producing District 1n 
Missour i . It was an especially important producer of corn. 
During t h is same ten year period, Distr i ct VII I (South 
Central) accounted for the smallest average percentage ot 
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the state's grain production, with approximately 2.9 per 
cent of the state's total. 
The fifty-nine Missouri country grain elevators that 
were included in this study had an average storage capacity 
of 49,000 bushels. Their average volume of grain handled 
in 1956 was 243,000 bushels, thus the ratio of volume 
handled to storage capacity was approximately 4.9:l. 
Information which was obtained for this study 
indicated that terminal quotations, and carlot dealers or 
brokers are t he principal sources of pricing informati on 
for Missouri country grain elevator operat ors. The elevator 
operators who wer6 inter viewed reported that an average of 
approximately 86.9 per cent of the total bushe ls of grain 
which they bought was based on pric ing information that was 
obtained from these agencies . They indicated that home 
offices were the source of about 5 .3 per cent of their pric-
ing information, with processors, truckers, and local feed-
ers accounting for the rema i nder. There seemed to have been 
no significant changes in the sources of pricing information 
during the past ten years . 
The fifty-nine Missouri country grain elevator 
operators who were interviewed for this study reported an 
average gross margin on rail shipments of corn, wheat, soy-
beans, and oats of 7.2 cents, 7.6 cents, 8 .2 cents, and 6 . 7 
cents per bushel, respectively. For truck shipment~, the 
average gross margins were 7.7 cents, 7.4 cents, 7.5 cents, 
75 
and 7.5 cents per bushel tor corn, wheat, soybeans, and 
oats, respectively. For local sales, an average gross 
margin of 8.8 cents per bushel waa reported ror corn, and 
8.7 cents per bushel for oats. A majority of the elevator 
operators reported that there had been no change in their 
gross margins during the past ten years. Those who reported 
a change in their gross margins, almost without exception, 
indicated that they were now lower. Increased competition 
was usually reported as being responsible tor this. 
Terminal markets are the most important sales outlet 
for the grain sold by country grain elevator operators in 
Mi ssouri. The elevator operators who were interviewed for 
this study reported an average of about 72.4 per cent or the 
total volume of all grain which they hand led was sold to 
terminal or sub-termi nal agencie s. This percentage was 
hjgber for certain kinds or grain such as wheat, for 
example. Local sales to livestock feeders was an important 
sales outlet for oats. Other sales outlets reported by 
these eleve.tor operators were processors, truckers , and 
exporters. 
The elevator operators who were interviewed for this 
study reported rail shipment to be the most important method 
of transportation used for the grain which they sold . They 
indicated that an averege of about 62.5 per cent of their 
total volume or grain was shipped by rail, 15.2 per cent by 
truck, and 11.4 per cent by barge. Approximately 10.9 per 
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cent of their grain was sold locally, in which case the 
livestock feeder would usually haul the gra~n to the farm 
himeelf. 
Quality determination, or grading, is e.ss .ntial to 
the orderly marketing of grain. One important benefit of 
the standardization of grain grades is that it provides for 
the great economies of bulk storage. Official grades are 
assigned to grains by licensed inspectors; usually at major 
points of concentration, such as the termi nal markets. At 
the country grain elevator level, tests for moisture and 
weight per bushel are t he most common objective type tests 
that are made. However, information which was obtained 
from tbie study indicated that country grain elevator 
operators bad tightened their grading practices, especially 
concerning foreign material, during the past ten years. 
Much work rema ins to be done in the field of refining 
commodity grades. 
Thie study has been an attempt to make some contri-
bution to the field of knowledge concerning the marketing 
of grain. It is realized by the writer that continuing 
effort must be exerted in this field in order that current 
information may be available relating to the dynamic situa-
tion that exists today in grain marketing. 
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APPENDIX 
,.~') TABLE I 
AVERAGE PR ICE PER BUSHEL RECEI VED BY FARMERS, AND AVERAGE PRICE 
PER BUSHEL PAID AT A TERMINAL MARKET FOR CORN, 1946 - 1966 (Dollars per bushel) -
U .s .... Kans• ~. UiaaourI ~roE Re2ortI!!S nistricta• Mo.• State Ave Term ..... 
Year I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX Av_. 
A..-, 
- -- -
----
-
1946 fl.38 tl.36 $1.39 $1.38 $1.49 $1.41 $1.4'7 $1.64 $1.-10 $1.41 $1.41 $1.49 
194'7 1.93 1.89 1.91 1.90 1.94 1.91 1.91 1.90 l.'78 1.91 
1.8'7 2.03 
1948 1.93 1.96 1.99 1.90 2.01 1.99 1.93 1.99 1.92 1.96 1.8
8 2.01 
1949 1.17 1.13 1.13 1.17 1.23 1.18 1.23 1.23 1.19 1.17 1.1
'7 1.31 
1950 1.32 1.29 1.30 1.35 1.36 1.55 1.36 1.ss 1.57 1.35 1.s
s 1.43 
1951 1.66 1.6:5 1.62 1.68 1.10 1.68 l.69 1.ea 1.66 1.66 1.62 
l.'76 
1962 1.73 1.11 1.66 l.'78 l.'r7 1.71 1.76 1.75 1.74 1.73 1.6' 
1.81 
1953 1.4-4 1.41 1.43 1.46 1.47 1.4"' 1.~ 1.52 1.52 1.45 1.44 
1.58 
1954 1.50 1.52 1.,e 1.54 1.64 1.53 1.56 1.54 1.48 1.52 1.46 
1.59 
1955 1.~ 1.33 1.31 1.39 1.40 1.36 1.44 1.42 1.34 1.3'7 1.30 
1.48 
1956 1.36 1.28 1.26 1.32 1.31 1.26 1.39 1.32 1.26 1.30 1.30 
1.50 
yr. 
Ave $1.526 $1.500 $1.498 $1.533 $1.566 $1.629 $1.670 $1.664 $1.515 $1.528 $1.493 $1.635 
•State Agricultural Statist1oi.an. Simple average or monthly prices. 
,..USDA, AMS, Grain and Feed Statistics Thro~h 1956, Statistical Bulletin No. 169 
(Wash1ngtons Government PriiitingOfflce, l957), p. 7.~op year average by States, -
weighted by sales to obtain weighted average tor the u. s. 
.,..USDA, AMS, Grain Market News, October 5, 1956 and April 5, 1957. Simple averaa, 
ot daily closing cash prioes at Kaiiiai City tor No. 2 Yellow Corn. CD 
I-' 
~'\ 
·~' 
.,. 
TABLE JI 
AVERAGE PRICE PER BUSHEL RECE I VED BY FARMERS, AND AVERAGE PRICE 
PER BUSHEL PAID AT A TERMINAL MARKET FOR WHEAT, 1946 - 1956 (Dollart!I per bushel) 
l!esourI CroE ReEort!!!i5 Dietrictett Mo.• u.s .... Kans. c. 
State Ave Term•*'" 
Year I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX Av. Ave 
1946 $1 .77 tl .78 $1.79 $1.77 $1.81 $1 .84 $1.78 $1.85 $1.86 $1.81 $1.74 $1.89 
1947 2.:58 2.41 2.42 2.58 2.40 2.,, 2 .:s• 2.41 2.f4 2.41 2.36 2.66 
1948 2.24 2.19 2.24 2.17 2.18 2.23 2.14 2.27 2.25 2.21 2.15 2.54 
19'9 1.93 1.87 1.90 1.92 1.87 1.90 1.87 1.aa 1.95 1.90 1.92 2.16 
1950 2.02 1.9-4 1.97 1.99 1.93 1.98 1.97 1.96 2.01 1.98 1.96 2.2:5 
1951 2.19 2.13 2.15 2.14 2.10 2.16 2.17 2.10 2.17 2.15 2.12 2.40 
1952 2.18 2.12 2.13 2.16 2.07 2.11 2.17 2.08 2.15 2.1• 2.12 2.40 
1955 2.01 1.93 1.88 2.00 1.87 1.87 1.98 1.89 1.88 1.94 1.99 2.26 
1954 2.06 1.96 1.94 2.04 1.90 1.94 2.0:5 1.88 1.91 1.98 2.05 8.32 
1955 2.05 1.96 1 .89 2.01 1.91 1.88 1.98 1.8'7 1.91 1.96 2.02 2.2s 
1956 2.01 1.95 1.95 1.99 1.88 1.96 1.96 1.85 1.96 1.95 1.98 2.22 
~-Av. $2.0'75 12 .021 $2.022 $2 .052 $1 .993 $2.030 $2.035 $2.0ot $2.044 $2.039 $2.056 $2.275 
•State Agricultural Statistician. Simple average ot mouthly prices. 
HQ~A, ilS, Grain Market New■ , July 12, 1957. 
...... u,sDA, AMS, Gra!n Mlrket71iia, July 6, 1957. Simple average of daily closing 
oaeh prid~e at Kansas City ?or Ho.~ard Red Winter, Ordinary Protein Wheat . 
~ 
CX> 
ti:) 
TABLE III 
AVERAGE PRICE PER BUSHEL RECEIVED BY FARMERS, AND AVERAGE PRICE 
PER BUSHEL PAID AT A TERMINAL MARKET FOR SOYBEANS, 1946 - 1966 (Dollars per bushel) 
u .s.M- Chicago M1esour1 Crop Reporting Distriete4t Mo.• State Av. Term • ..,. 
Year I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX .. _A.Y • A~, -- ---·-- ------
1948 t2.31 $2.33 $2.36 $2.36 $2.51 $2.21 t2 .43 $2 .67 $2.46 $2.39 $2.71 $3.19 
1947 3.34 3.24 3.30 3.24 3.24 3.10 3.22 2.9ft 3.09 3.18 3.25 3.46 
1948 2.97 5.10 5.19 2.92 3.19 3.10 3.05 3.33 3.00 3.02 3.15 5.43 
1949 2.16 2.10 2.15 2.15 2.17 2.12 2.11 2.16 2.10 2.12 2.16 2.46 
1950 2.39 2.38 2.44 2.43 2.,1 2.41 2.46 2.48 2.38 2.40 2.44 2.74 
1951 2.82 2.84 2.89 2.01 2.85 2.87 2.85 2.89 2.84 2.86 2.89 3.12 
1952 2.78 2.01 2.87 2.78 2.01 2.a:s 2.76 2.90 2.78 2.01 2.82 3.07 
1953 2.56 2.67 2.65 2.53 2.65 2.66 2.60 2.69 2.61 2.59 2.61 2.86 
1954 2.94 2.99 3.07 2.9'7 2.~n 5.00 2.78 2.as 2.95 2.97 3.04 3.32 
1956 2.50 2.26 2 .34 2.2• 2.23 2.25 2.26 2.34 2.30 2.28 2.29 2.50 
1956 2.36 2.56 2.44 2.31 2.29 2.34 2.29 2~-11 2.38 2.37 2.40 2.63 
yr. 
Av. t2.648 $2.635 $2.700 $2.613 12.656 $2.617 $2.608 t2.696 $2.626 $2.635 12.702 12.900 
•State Agricultural 8tat1et1o1an. Simple average or monthly prices. 
HBoard or Trade Chicago, 1955 Stat1at1o ■, P• 71 tor 1946 to 1966, inclusive. USDA, 
AMS, Grain Market News, February !';April 6, June 1, AuguR 3, October 5, 1956, and 
January 4, 1051 rortlie 1ear 1956. 
H-*USDA, AMS, Grain Market News, October 5, 1956 and April 5, 1957, P• 9. Simple 
average ot da 1ly closing cash pric'is7or No. 1 Yellow Soybeans (prior to October 1953, quota-
tions were baaed on No. 2 Yellow Soybeans}. 1.3 ~ 
TABLE IV 
AVERAGE PRICE PER BUSHEL RECE I VED BY FARMERS, AND AVERAGE PRICE 
PER BUSHEL PAID AT A TERMINAL MARKET FOR OATS, 1946 - 1956 
~ 
(Dollars per bushel) -
ilaaourI OroE ~eEOrtins niatrio~ii Mo.i u .s.A Kina. c • State Av. Term.~ 
Year I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX Av. A-v. 
1946 $ .79 $ .78 I .79 $ .78 I .85 $ .84 $ .84 $ .94 • • 84 I .al $ .77 •• 84 
1947 .~n .96 .97 .95 1.00 1.00 .97 1.02 .94 .97 1.23 1.04 
1948 .99 1.00 .95 .95 1-<)3 1.02 .96 1 .07 .96 .99 .9' 1.04 
1949 ·.sa .66 .61 .&6 .71 .71 .68 .76 .,o .68 .86 .74 
1950 .77 .73 .72 .75 .79 .79 .'75 .al .79 .'76 .'76 .85 
1951 .92 .aa .83 .as .9:5 .92 .e9 .95 .86 .a9 .as .gs 
1952 .92 .89 .86 .9:5 .97 .01 .aa .99 .90 .92 .84 .gs 
1953 .ao .al .71 .oo . 84 .el .eo .86 .a1 .al .n; .84 
1954 .ao .79 .75 .74 .79 .79 .77 .87 .'75 .78 .74 .as 
1955 .70 .65 .62 .66 .71 .69 .69 .'74 .65 .68 .66 .73 
1956 .10 .67 e61 .64 .69 eM .68 .72 .66 .67 .as .'76 
yr. 
Av. I .a22 t .a02 $ .771 f .795 $ .846 $ .a29 $ . e1~ $ .885 $ .sos $ .815 $.sos$ .873 
•Stat e Kgrioultural Statistician. Simple average of monthly prices . 
HUSDA, AMS, Grain &n4 Feed 8tat1atics Thro~~. Statistical Bulletin Number 159, 
(Waah1ngtons OoV~rnment PrI'ntingOft1ce, l957), P• • 
,...USDA, AMS, Grain Market News, July 6, 1957. Simple average or daily olos1ng cash 
prices at Kansaa City for No. 2 Wh~Oats . 
i 
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TABLE V 
PER CENT OF GRAIN SOLD FROM THE FARM, 1955tt 
Grain Mia ■our1 United States {Per centl {Per cent} 
Corn 26.0 51.1 
Wheat 89.6 89.7 
Oats 19.0 25.2 
Soybeane 96.l 95.2 
Barley 1"7.0 63.6 
Sorghum Grains 44.0 74.8 
Rye 62.2 73.9 
Weight~d Averag8, all graine 
•Agricultural Statistics 1956, United States Depart-
ment or Agriculture, Waehington,-r.-c. 
86 
TABLE VI 
PER CENT OF THE STATE'S TOTAL NUMBER OF EACH CLASS OF 
LIVESTOCK IN EACH DISTRICT, MISSOURI, JANUARY 1, 19564 
111 Stock 
Cattle Hoge Sheep Chicken■ 
District (_Eer eenti (;eer cent) (Eer cent) (,Eer centl 
I (Northwest) 16.4 26.6 21.1 13.8 
II (North Central) 11.7 12.2 27.5 11.9 
III (Northeast) a.a 15.C 17.0 9.6 
IV (West) 11.6 9.6 a.a 12.a 
V (Central) 18.7 14.8 12.s 16.8 
VI (East) a.1 10.0 3 .5 12.4 
VII (Southwest) 10.4 3.2 6.9 9.0 
VIII (South Central) 10.5 5.5 2.5 7.9 
IX (Southeast) 4.0 5.5 .5 s.a 
State Total (per cent) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
State Total (head) 4,027,000 5 1819,000 749,000 14,555,000 
•State Agricultural Statistician. 
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